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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restriction 

1 . Applicant's election of Group I in Paper No. 12 is acknowledged. Because applicant did 
not distinctly and specifically point out the supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the 
election has been treated as an election without traverse (MPEP § 8 1 8 .03(a)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use 
or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1-6,8-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Heiligman 
(5,652,008). See Figures 1-2. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over HeiUgman (5,652,008). With respect to claim 7, it is submitted 
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that handle 72 is "releasably attached" to the means for removing, since it could be snapped or cut 
off, or otherwise removed. Alternatively, it is submitted that it would have been obvious to make 
handle 72 releasably attachable in order to be able to remove it for cleaning the device, or when it 
was not needed. 

6. Claims 17-23 and 38-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the combined teachings of Heiligman (5,393,548) and Heiligman (5,652,008). Claims 17 et al. 
differ from Heiligman '008 as applied above by specifying a spatial relationship between the 
"device" and the compartment and/or ingredients. Heiligman '548 discloses the use of a similar 
device to purify water prior to contacting the brewing beans. The disclosed device is situated 
within the compartment of the coffee maker. It is submitted that it would have been exceedingly 
obvious to employ the legged device of Heiligman '008 (see legs 90) within the compartment of a 
coffee maker in order to more securely position the filter. Altematively, it would have been 
obvious to modify the device of Heiligman '548 by incorporating legs in order to more securely 
position the filter within the compartment. In either case, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to space the filter fi-om the coffee grinds in order to prevent them from 
adhering to the filter and being spread about when the filter was removed. With respect to claim 
46, the use of "fiised" filtration media is conventionally known in the art. It is submitted that it 
would have been obvious to employ such media in the filter as modified above, in order to 
facilitate easier changing of the media. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



7. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 



The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

In claim 1, it is unclear whether Applicant intends to claim the combination, or just the 
"device." For the purposes of the art rejection above, the recitations with respect to the 
"compartment" have been taken as recitations of intended use, and are not seen to further define 
the structure of the "device"/article being claimed. If Applicant intends to claim the combination, 
then the claims should clearly recite the combination. 

Conclusion 

9. This action is NOT FINAL. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Examiner Popovics whose telephone number is (703) 308-0684. 



RJP 

November 18, 2002 
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